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Training, Tosks and Medi-.tor Orientation
in HBeterocultural Negotiastions
R%,8,K. Nayar, Bubert Touzard and David A, Summers

University of Illinois

Abatract

The present study investigated the effocts of cultural training, mediator
orijentation, and task characteristics upon heterocultural negotiation, Specif-
ically, Indian and Awerican Ss negotiated child-rearing issues under 3 American
training conditions (culture assimilstor vs, traditional vs, irrelevant training),
3 medistor conditions (high vs., amoderate vs, low LPC}, and 2 task conditions
{formal va, informal negotiatioms), Results from 36 teams consisting of cne
American negotiator, one Indian negotiator and an American mediator suggest
the following: {a) intregroup relations are facilitated when one member of the
regotiation group has received cultura. training, sod that programmed {(assimila-
tor) training is sore effective than traditicual essay training; (b) intragroup
rels tions are facilitated {f the negotiators are not required to defend positions
formally assigned to them, but are free to interact without such formal ree
straints; and (c) when the task is formsl, the negotiators are most effective
11 the mediator is orieanted towsrds maintaining harmonious relations between
the negotiators (high LPC), 1If the negotiation situation is informal, the
negotiators are most effective if the nediator tends to be more task-oriented

(low 1FC).



Training, Tasks and Mediator Orientation
in Heterocultural Negotiatton.'l
E.8.Kk. Nayar, Hubert T. izard and Devid A, Su--ex's2

University of Il1irols

As pointed out by several investigstors (e.,g,, Lundstedt, 1963; Smith
et al,, 1963), when members of diverse¢ cultures interact in a collective effort
to resclve a common problem, the results of their interaction are often unsatis-
factory, In viewv of the growing meliance upon negotiation as & seans of re-
golving international conflict, however, it hes become increasingly important
that we discover how to minimire the adverse effects of cultural ditferences
wpcn haterccultural interactiom--particulariy in the negotiation setting, In
this regard, the present study focuses upon the sffects of (a) cultural train-
ing, (b) mediator orientation, and (¢) task characteristics upon Indiap-American
negotiation behavior,

Cultursl Training, Kecent laboratory studies (Cheoers, Fiedler, lebhya~=

anda, and Stolurow, 1966) suggest that even very brief cultural training pro-
granms affect heterocultural group performance, Although their results oftsn
Zell short of statistical significance, the evidence consistently pointed 1o
one direction: when American laaders of Arab-American task grougs were expased
to concepts relevant to Arab culture, both task effectiveness and member rela-
tions were superior to that cbaerved when leaders received only training in
Arab geography,

Tae present study shifts cultural training fros the leaders of hetero-

lnu atudy was supported by ARPA Ordsr 454, Contract Nr 177-472, Nonr

1834(36) with the Advanced Research Projects Agency and the Office of Maval
Research to study "Communication, Cooperation and Negotiatiom in Culturally
Heterogensous Groups” (F. E, Fiedler, L, N, Stolurow and E. C, Triandis, Princi-
pel lnvestigators),

2‘!!:9 data reported here were gathered under the direction of X,5,K, Nayar
and Hubert Tourard; responsibility for the final analyses and for preparation
of the report rests with the third author,
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oultursl greups t0 the Amcrican msmders of lndian-Americen pegotistion teams,
and rocuses uvpon the effectivenesss of different cultural training technigues.
With regars to training techniques, Chemers et al, enpioyed s self-instruc~
tiomal training program (designated s "cultural sseimtlator”) comsisting of
88 eritical incidents involving Arsb-Americaz interaction. Nevertheless,

1t peeds to be determined whother or not the programmsed “cultural asaimilator”
tochaigue is substantially more effective than a4 uore easily comstructed 2ssay
containing the same cultural concepts (i.e,, s ""traditional” tecbnique),

Mediator Orisntaticn, &everal studies by Fiedler and kis co-

workers (e.g., Anderson, 19668; Chemers et al,, 1966; Fiedler, Mouwese, and
Gonk, 1981) demonstrate that leadership style is an important determinant of
heterocultural group performan:e, Of particular concern are their findings
that under the stressful conditions of heterocultural group composition, task-
orientad leaders (designated low LPC) are more effective than the considerate,
relations~oriented leaders (high LPC),

Although tho roles of leader and mediator are conceptuslly similar, it
remain:. to be demonstrated whether task vs, relations-origgted mediators are
differentially effective ip heterocultursl negotiation tasks.

Task Characteristics., According to most definitions of negotiation,

formsl negotiatiop occurs when ''representatives of two or more parties interact
in an sttempt to reachk a jointly 8cceptable solution to cne or more problems
about which they are in disagreement’’ (McGrath, 1964), Note, however, that

wo can readily conceive of pegotiation conducted on an informal basis; i.e.,
wh6a Ss are instructed only to sefend their own positions om & given 1ssue,
rather than the stated positions of other parties. While the informal negotia-
tion task would seem more relaxed and less stressful for the participants

{particularly in a heterocultural situation), it is by no means clear that ithis
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is indecd the case.

The purpose of the presert study, therefotg, was to investigate the
effects of cultural training, mediator orientation and task characteristics
upon heterocultural negotiation behavior. With regard to negotiation behavior,
of particular concern herc are (1) judged negotiation effectivenesgs, and
(2) intragroup rclations, as inferred from S's judgments about both the nego-

tiation group and his negotiation opponent.

Method and Procedure

Experimental Design. Systematically varied in the present study were

types of culture training (culturs assimilator vs. traditional training vs.
irrelevant training), mediator orientation (high v., moderate vs. low LPC),

and task characteristics (formal vs, informal negotiation). Inasmuch as all

Ss participated in both the formal and informal negotiation tusks, the experi-
ment takes the form of a 3 x 3 factorial design with repeated mecasures over two
types of ncgotiaticn tasks,

Subjects. A rotal of 108 American and Indian graduate students at the
University of Illinois served as Ss. Specifically, there were 36 three-man
negotiation groups consisting of 1 American negotiator, 1 Indian negotiator,
and an American mediator, In the present analysis, only the 72 American asnd
Indian negotiators are treated as experimental §p.

Negotiation Tasks. Two negotiation issues were selected so as to

generate disagrecment between American and Indian Ss. A pretest questionnaire
administered to 50 American and 50 Indian Ss revealed that American and Indian
students differ substantially on their beliefs regarding two particular child-
rearing 1qnuca: (1) how and when children should receive money from the parents;

and (2) intervention of the grandparent into problems involving child

Y



S Fld e, :M@”ﬂg’@g""’""’"’”—"

=
PL
1
[
[
e
P e
I3
£
£
-

i

B b b

4
3

discipline. On the basis of the pretest results, these issues are treated

as equivalent in the present experiment.

Negotistors in the formal negotiation task eere given positions to defend
with regard to ope of the two child-rearing issues., Thus, the Indian 8s wvere
inatructed to act as representatives for Indian educationa}l experta, and to
defend s specific position on the isave in queation. With regarc to issue
(1}, the Indisn Sa were ssked to oppose & :ogular wonetsry milowance in chil-
dren and the practice of giving children monetary rewards for chores complet<cd
iz the home, With regard to issue (2), the Indian Ss were asked to def~nd
the acceptance of grsndparental opinion and advice in the dowain of child dis-
cipline, Americen Sa were siajlarly instructed to act as representatives for
American educstional experts, and were assigned poaitions opposite those
assigned to the Indisn negotiators.

S8 in the informal negotistion task wore simply instructed to indicate
their ocwn positions on these two {ssues, and were then asked to defend those
positions in the negotiation situation. The positions tsken by the American
and Indian Sa in the informal task did not differ substantially from the posi-
tions assigned 88 in the formal task. Ths Lrder in which Bs participsted in
the formal and intormal tasks was appropriately counterhalanced.

Mediator Characteristics. 7The 36 American 8s assigned to the role of

mediator completed a 17-item questionnaire congisting of bi-palar adjective

scales, (See Piedler, 1964), on which 8 described his least preferred coworker

(LPC). On the basis of the favorablenesas of S's udgments, three types of
mediators were ideatificd: high LPC {(interaction-oriented), woderate LPC, and

low LPC (tasx-~oriented). Se assigned the position of mediator did not differ

%he instrusent employed to assess child-rearing beliefas 1s described by

Triandin, Davis, Vassajliou and Naasiskou {1963)., Copies of rhis report are
available upon request.




significantly in terms of 1Q, 1 mevious exper.ence ss group leaders or ago-
involvemsnt with the present task,

§_l selected to serve a2 mediators woie ingtructed to assist the negotiators
reach & solution to ihe 1ssu® while remsining impartial,

Culture Training. The 36 Americen Ss séleclad to &0t as migotiators were

Tandomly sssighed to three training conditiono: a culture assimilator ocomditiam,
a troditional training condition, and a geography training condition,

88 in the culture assiailistor ccpdition received a programmed se)f-instruc-

ticoal book contsining 30 inoidents derived from & recent survey of Innian
village life and child-rearing practices (Minturn and Hirchcock, 1984), Bach
incident consisted of & hrief description of Indian behsvisar in tho domsin of
child=-rearing, and coacluded with 3 siternative explanationg for the bashavior
described, BEach alternative directed the trsainee to s feedback page con’aining
an evaluation of his choice; incorrect choices required that the traives return
to the incident and seiect a different alternative sxplanation,

Ss in the traditional training condition were exposed to essentislly the

same materisl comprieing the cultural assimilator, but in essay form, Thus,
Ss were provided sppropriate readings on Indien village life and cliild-rearing
practices from the Minturn and Hitchcock study (1964),

8s in the geography training condition were provided training sssumed to
be irrelevant o the present task; specifically, these Ss received informmiion
regarding the wcopomic geograpby of Indis (see Lowis, 1994),

it should be noted that Ss were allowsd (o procedd through training at
their own speec and that training renuired approzimately 2 hours in all ocondi-
tions,

In order to assess the effectivensss of these three training techniques,

Ss completed s 30-iten test focused upcn Indian child-rearing practices prior




t0 and follcwing the training sessions.

Pro . Upon completinn of the training sessions, both the Indian
and Amsrican pegotiators in the forsml task condition received a booklet con-
taining (1) & statement of the nego“iation issue and (2) the positiop each wes
0 defeng, 35 in the informal task condition received a bosklet containing
a statemsnt of the nsgotiation imrue, and a “position sheet” on which 8 indi-
oxted bis own position. In order that Ss might be informed of the position
taken by the other participant, these position shoeots wore exchbanged upon coa
pletion,

Baving been instructed as tc the regotiation issue and the position taken
by the othar participant, 8s vere given 13 minutes in which to prepare for the
susuing oegotiation, After asgotiation had begun, 88 were given 3% winutes in
which to resch s mutuslly sccoaptadle solution, and to record this sclution in

written fomm,

Response Messures, Ten American and ten Indian fomale judges rated sach

negotistion onccome on four 7-point bi-polar adjsctive ecales {e.g., acceptable-
unacceptable), By sumsing over scales, @sch negotiation outcowe was assigned
an sffesctivengss rating, where esch reting could fall between 4 and 28, On
the basis of these ratings, two indices of aegotiation sflectiveness were com—-
puted for each cutcome: an American £ representing the mean of the American
Judges’ ratings, and an Indian index representing the wmean of the Indian
Judges' ratings, Por the Amsrican judges, inter-rater reliability was .80 for
megotiation topic )} and .89 for topic 2, Por the Indian judges, inter-rater
relisbility was ,82 and ,68 for topics 1 and 3, respectively,

I-msdiately following each negotistion task, Se completed two gquestion-
naires designed to msasurs Ss' evaluation of {a) the negotiation group, and

{2) the other negotistor. Vith regard to (a), S was instructed to rate his
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uegotiation group oo 12 bi-polar adjective scales (e g, friepdly-unrriendly,
produc tive -unproductive, etc,) arranged in Semantic Differential formet, Nence,
an index of growp evaluat:gg_ consisting of summed ratings was computed for

each 8 With regard to (b}, § was instructed to rate the other mgctiator

in hig group on 17 bi-polar sdjective scales (e.g., pleassnt-unpleasant,
eificient-inefficient, etc,) likewise srranged in Semaniic Differential formet.

Here, slso, an index of nogotiator svalustion consisting of summsed ratlungs

was computed for each §,

Results

Training Effectivensss. As can be »e8n in Table 1, the American 3s did
ng

not very significantly in familiarity with Indizn culture prior to sxposure

to the treining materials., At the conclurion of training, culture knowledge
scores differed significantly, with Ss receiving cuitural assiamilator training
obtainirg the highest scores, followed by Ss receiving the traditicnal trajning.
88 receiving ihe geography training fatlad to ismprove over their pre-test
scores,

Negotiation Effectivenesa, The effectiveness indices chtained from the

Anerican and Indisn judges (Taebles 2 and 3) were anslyved according to & 2
(Jadges) X 3 (Mediator LPC) X 3 (Training) factorial amalysie of variance
with repeated mossures over two types of Tesk, This analysis yields three
statistically reliable rcsults, one of which can be accounted for by judges'
response set: Indiasp judges rated the negotiation outcomss significantly higher
than did the Awerican judges, ¥ (1.,54) = 10,78, p < .01, In sddition, signi~
ficant intersctions were found for Tasks X Mediators, F (2.34) = 4.40, p < .05,
and for Tasks X Medistors X Training, P (4.54) = 3.39, p < .05,

As can be seen in Figure 1, the Tasks X Mediator interactica may de

accounted foi by the differentisi effectiveness of high LPC (relatiocaskip-
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Tabdble 1
Pre and Post-Test Culiuvral Knowledge Scores
Acocording to Training Conditions
Training Condition Mean Cul ture Knowledge
Score

PRE-TBST

Cultural Assimilator Training 3,00

Traditional Training 2,78

Gsography Training 3.23
Krusdal-Wallis B = ,25 (NS)
POST-TEST

Culture Assimilator Training 18.9

Traditional Training 11,5

Geography Training 4.0

Kruskal-¥allis H = 30.92'.l

.
» < .001

Note:~ Because test score variance wag not Lomogeneous over treatments,
Kruskal-Wallis nonparametric analysis of veriance was employed,




B O T

4

E¥ L
$§?-
f3.4
e
¥

K

2
ki

e

‘]
A

e

-
B

s

v
o MR

T.ble 2

Judged Negotiation Effectivensss (American Judges)
According to Training, Tesks, and Mediator LPC

Bdistor Assinllatar Traditional Ceography ~ Row
LpC Training Training Trainirg Means
INFORMAL TASK (MCAN = 15,.9)
High 15,8 17.7 13.9 18.8
Mod 19.5 19.4 14,9 18,0
Low 14,0 11,9 15.9 13,9
PORMAL TASK (MBRAN = 17.1)
High 16,1 12.3 16,7 15,1
Mod 13.2 17,8 19.4 17.1
Low 18,4 19.2 19.4 19.0
Column
Means 16.3 16.4 16,7
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Table 3

Judged Negotiation Effectivensss (Indian Judges)
According to Training, Tasks, snd Mediator LPC

dodiator Assimiietor Traditional Geography Row
wpC Training Traianing Tratning Means

INPORMAL TASK {MEAN = 19.3)

Bigh 18,3 19,0 20,1 19,1
Mod 21,1 30,8 18,3 20,0
Low 18,3 18,5 18,8 is.8

PORMAL TASKE (MEAN = 18,.7)

High 18.3 18,6 18,7 18.4
Mod 14,4 20,8 1.5 18,2
Low 20,6 19.4 18,8 19.5
Column
Moans 18,6 19.1 19,3




i1
oriented) medistors in the formal and informal tasks. Specifically, these
mediators were the NOS L effective when the task was formal; in contrast, when
the task was informai, these wediators were the least effective, The Tasks X
Medistor X Training interaction can be accounted for by the finding that the
reverssl of high LPC effectiveness over task conditions does not occur when
the negotiators have received only the geograply training, here, the three
types of mediator are of near-equal effectiveness in both task conditions.

Group Evaluation, The group evaluation indicea (Tables 4 and 5) obtained

from the American snd Indian Ba (negotiators) were anslyzed according to a

2 (Subjects) X 3 (Mediators) X 3 (Training) factorial analysis of variance with
repested mneasures over two types of negotiation Task. Of the statisticaily
reliable eftects obtained, one can be attributed to response set bias: Indian
Ss rated their negotiation groups more favorably than did their American
counterparts: F (1,54) = 10.64, p < .01, 1In addition, this analysis reveals
that evaluation indices vary according to Training, F (2.54) = 6.60, p < .01,
Moreover, significant interactions were found for Subjects X Training,

F (2.54) = 4,55, p < .05; and for Subjects X Training X Tasks, F (2.54) = 3,38,
p < .05,

Individual comparisons reveaied that although Ss in the "cultural assimi-
lator” and traditional training conditions did not differ, Ss in both condi-
tions evidenced higher group evaluation indices than §p in the geography
training condition (t = 3,13, p < .01l and t = 3,12, p < .01, reespectively).

The Task effect im attributable to the finding that Ss’ evaluations were
generally more favorable in the informal (84.16) than in the formal task
(81.65).

Ag can be seen in Figure 2, the Subjects X Training interaction can be
sccounted for by the diifereatial response of Awerican and Indian Ss to the
training conditions. Thus, American Ss receiving traditional training evaluat-

ed their groups sigunificantly higher than did Ss receiving the geography
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Tabla 4

American Orowp Bvaluation Iandices Aocording to
Training, Tasks, and Mediator LPC

Rdiatar
1C

Assiailator ~ Traditiooal ‘Geography “How
Training Training Training Means

R

3
INEY

INFORMAL TASK (MEAM ~ 81,8)

80,8 9.0 78.5 83,0
84,7 9.0 75.8 0,7
79.5 28,0 7.5 7.7

FORMAL TASK (MEAX » 78.5)

81.3 8s.8 83.2 83,1
81.7 8.7 77,0 81,2

73.0 3.0 56,5 71.2

79.8 u.‘ 74.5
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Table 3

Jadian Oroup Evaluation Indices According to
Training, Twsts, and Mediator LPC

Medistor Assinilator “Fraditional ~ Geography " Row
LPC Training Training Trainiang Means

INFORMAL TASK (MEAN = 88.9)

High 87,0 83.2 88.2 96,2
Mod 87,5 85.3 29,3 7.3
Low 93.0 84.8 83,7 87.1

FORMAL TASK (MEAN = 84,8)
Bigh 87,7 83,0 84,5 85,7
87.0 81,2 83.7 84,0
Low 92,7 82,5 79.0 84,7
Column

Means 89,1 83,8 84,7
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training (t = 4.9¢, p < .01)., On the other hand, Indian 8s interscting with
traditionally trained Americans responded less favorably than did 8s inter-
acting with “culture assimilator” trained 8s (t = 2.52, p < .01). Indeed,
Indian respomses in the traditional training condition did not differ frow
their responses vhen their ocpponent had received only geography training
{(t = .51, N8). The Subjects X Tasks X Training interaction mauy be accounted
for by the finding that this reversal of group evalustion indices over Ss is
most pronounced when the negotistion task is informal.

Regotisior Evaluation, The negotlator evaluation indices {Tables 6 and

7) obtained from the Auerican and Indizn §¥ were analyzed according to a 2
{Subjects) X 3 (Mediators) X 3 (Training) factorisl analysis of variance with
repeated messures over two types of negotiation Task. This analysis reveals
that Ss' evaluations of the other negotiator vary according to Tasks, F {1.54) =
7.11, p < .035; and sccording to Trainins X Subjects, F (2.54) = 4.24, p < .05,
With regard to Tasks, the results are consistent with those obtained in
the group evaluation anslysis: 8s' evaluations of the other participant were
mnore favorable (115.91) when the t2sk was informal than when it was formal
(112.98), The Subjects i Training interaction is likewise consistent with
the finkiing obtained in the group evaluation snclysis. Thus, American evalu-
ations of their Indian opponent were quite high when the American Ss had re-
ceived the traditional tratning, i.e., traditionaily-trained Americans evaluat-
ed their Indian opponents more favorably than did either geography-trsined
(t = 2.47, p < .01}, 1In contrast, Indiasn ratings of traditionally trained
American 8s did pot differ from Indian ratings of American Ss who had received

irrelevant (geography) training.

Bl A i ay DB
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Table &

Amsrican Bvalmtion of the Other Iadicoes According to
Training, Tasks, and Wediator LPC

Mediator Assimilator Traditional Geography Row
LPC Training Traioing Training Wans

INTORMAL TASK (MEAN = 113,6)

Bigh 113.7 133,85 3118.7 117.7
Mol 118,0 132.3 108,7 118.7
Low 108.2 118.2 100,7 108.4
FORMAL TASK (MRAN = 109,4)
Bigh 114,2 121.0 111.7 118.7
Mod 11,2 116,7 00,7 106.8
low 100,0 109.2 $8.5 103.9
Column
¥eans 110,89 118,32 108,.9
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Table 7
Indian Bvaluation of the Other Aocoiding to
Training, (aaks, snt Mediator LC
Wediator Assimilstor “qradition.l Geography Fow
10 Training Training Training Means
INPCRMAL TASKE (MEAN = 117,9)
119.7 113.5 118,7 116,7
Mod 116,0 110.23 123,7 118,.7
Low 133.5 116.2 112.8 120,0
PORMAL TABK (MEAN = 116,6)
Righ 1132.8 07,7 118,58 114,.3
Mod 117.7 100,7 112.8 113.3
Low 138.7 116,7 111,0 120.2
uen
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Diascuasion

These results lend support to previous findings (Chemers et al,, 1968)
that heterocul tural group performance is improved when the American partici-
pants received cultural training prior to group intersction, The uotable
‘excep tion in this regard concerns the judged negotiation effectiveness indices;
here, the cultural training received by the Americen S8s failed to influence
the negotiation outcomes sufficiently to be reflectad in the judges' ratipgs,
That cultural training had no appar.nt affect upon negotiation outcomes, how-
over, pointe to the need for additional efiectiveness criteria {e.g., Hammond,
1963), and also suggests that future studies might profitably investigats the
effects of trasining focused specifically upon interaction skills as well as
issve-relevant information,

Nevertheless, the data concerning intrsgroup relaticns are cleur: regard-
less of the -..ining technique employe<Z, when American 8¢ are exposed to
culturally-relevant information (i.e., Indian child-rearing practices}, the
negotiation groups are perceived more favorably than when American Ss are
exposed only to information about Iudian geography, Note, however, that wher
the Indian judgments are considered separately, the training techniques were
indeed differently effective, Thus, when the Amsrican negotiator had been
trained by the programmed "culture assimilator' technique, the Indian 8's
judgments (about both ths group and the other negotiator) were more fevorable
than those obtained when the Indian 8s interacted with a 'traditionally"”
tratned smerican, That the American judgmuents cbout the group and the other
negotliator were inconsistent with the Indian judgments suggests that the
Indian Ss were more sensitive to the improved knowledgeability of the Amsrioans

than were the Americans themselves,

The intersction of mediator orientation and task characteristice with
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regard to negotiation effectiveness car » interpreted within Fiedler's (1964)
contingency model of leadership effectiveness. According to this model, low
LPC (task-criented) leaders are likely to be most effective in either highly
favorable or highly unfavorsble task situstions, vhere "favorability” is
partially a function of intragroup relations., In contrast, high LPC (relations~
oriented) leaders are likely to be moet effective in moderately favorable
sltuations. In the present study, Ss’' jwigments about both the group and
other negotiator strongly suggest that intragroup relations were better
in the iuformal than in the formal negotiation tesk. On the basia of these
indices of intragroup relations, we can then assume that the informal task was
relatively more ''favorable” for the mediator than the formal task. uoreover,
in terms of absolute values of Ss' judguents (see Tables 3 and 4), it is
reasonable to conclude that the informal task was highly favorable, while the
formal task was ‘'woderately’ favorable; i.e., even in the formal task, Ss'
Jjudgments about both the group and the other negotiator were generally positive.
Having thus classified the negotiation tasks in terme of favorability for the
mediator, the present results are predictable from Fiedler's contingency
model: higk LPC mediators are most effective in the formal (moderately
favorable) task, and lesst effective in the informal (highly favorable) task.

To summarize, these results suggest the following with regard to hetero-

cultural pnegotiations:

1} Intragroup relations are facilitated when one member of the negotia-
tion group has received training focused on concepts relevant to the
cul ture of the other; moreover, training by mcans of self-instruc-
tional program is more effective than training by a traditional essay.

2) Intragroup relations are facilitated if the participants are not
constituents, but rvather are permitted to interact without such

formal restraints.
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3) When ths negotiation task is formel, the negotiators are most effec-

tive if the medistor is oriented primarily toward maintaining har-
meaiocus wlations between the negotiators, In contrast, when the
negotiacion task is informal, the maintenance of good intermerscnal
relations 1y apparently less difficult and need not be a concern of
the mediutor; here, the negotiators are moat effective if the media~
tor tends to be task-oriented,

It should be nu.3d, however, that the present findings are subject to
several important limitations, Inssmuch as the Indian Ss were students in an
American university, they mpy have perceived ‘nomselves as ''guests’ in another
culture; if so, their megotiation bohavior may have boen different rad ths
negotiationr taken place elsewhere, Moreover, the negotiation issue (child-
rearing practices) may not have been one with which the participants were
highly involved, Had the task involved a major socio~political issue. *ho
behavior of the vehavior of the participants may have been quite different,

Despite thosc lim{tations, tbe broad implications of the study are clear:
cultural training, mediato: orientation and task characteristics are important
determinants of heterocultural nmegotiation behavior, Whether or not the
specific findingcs reported here have gensrality boyond the confines of the

present laboratory situation remains for future research,
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ABSTRACT

The present study investigated the eflects of cultursl
training, mediator orientation, and task characteristics upon
heterocultural negotiation, S8Spacifically, Indian apnd American
8¢ negotiated child-rvaring isgsucs under 3 American training
corditions (culture assimilator vs, traditicnal ve, irrelevant
training), 3 mediantor conditions (high vs, modsrate ve, low LPC)
and 2 task conditions (formal vs, informal negotiations), Re-
sults from 36 teams consimting of one American negotiator, one
Indian negotiator and an American mediator suggest the following:
{a) intragroup relations are facilitated when one msmber of the
negotiation group has received cultural training, and that progrem
med (assimilator) training is more effective than traditional
essay training; (b) intragroup relations are facilitated if the
negotiators are not required to defend positions formally assigned
to them, but are free to interact without such formal resiraints;
and {(c) when the task is formal, ise negotlators are most effec~
tive i{f the mediator is oriented towards mairtsiaing harmonious
relations between the negotiators (high LPC). If the negotietion
situstion is informal, the negotiators are most e¢ffective if the
mediator tends to be more task-oriented (low LIPC),
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